MOHAMMEDAN THEORIES OF FINANCE

and that we want to bring this under the prohibition,
it would be easy to do it by considering as the cause of pro-
hibition in the case of wine-drinking a quality of the latter
which is also common to gambling, for example* excite-
ment. But there is no need to go to even that much trouble,
for it is not necessary that gambling should have precisely
the quality which was the cause of prohibition in the case
of wine-drinking. It is sufficient if gambling has a quality
which, while not the very same quality, is of the genus of
the quality which was the cause of prohibiting wine-drink-
ing. For instance, one might say that wine-drinking had
the quality of causing drunkenness, and gambling, excite-
ment, and that both of them were of the genus of evil, and
that consequently gambling came by analogy under the
prohibition. It is true that the genus must be a proximate
genus, but this does not materially affect the situation, for
one might say that the cause was a genus of intellectual evil,
in that they both disturbed the mental processes temporarily,
or that it was a genus of financial evil, etc. Even this does
not exhaust the possibilities, for just as in the case of the
causal quality one may take the proximate genus instead
of the very same quality, so also in the case of the value
sought to be applied to the new case, one may apply a value
of the same genus instead of the identical value. Thus
arguing that prohibition is a genus of restriction one might
only restrict gambling instead of entirely prohibiting it,
as was the case with wine-drinking. It must be admitted
here that the above examples represent somewhat strong
cases* yet they are by no means exaggerated. In general
one would not have to stretch things so far, for the purpose
in hand would be much better served by using a more liberal
principle like istihsan.

Istihsan j;akipg it in the sense used by the Hanifites, doubt-
less is a more effective means than qiyas for introducing new